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**Writing 2002 Srade §

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing Results for Alabama Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Alobomo _
Alabama was 142. This was not found to be significantly 1998 [P T 86 i7_j#
different® from the average score (144) in 1998. 2002 [T 59 ¥

o Alabama's average score (142) was lower than that of Nution (Peblic} )
the nation’s public schools (152). Yoo [T | 59 23

o Students' average scale scores in Alabama were higher 2002 LB ] 54 T b
than those in 6 jurisdictions?, not significantly different Porcontage below Basic and Besic  Percontage Proficient
from those in 8 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 32 ond Advonced
jurisdictions. Obelow Baskc O Buslc @ Frofident @ Advameed

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 20 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (17).

f NAEP Reporting Groups in Alaba B .,
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic  Proficient Advanced
Male 50 130 31 581 1 #
Female e ... .50 188 12 6 26 2
White 62 150 14 60 | 25 1
Black 36 127 34 58 9 #
Hispanic 1 - -- — - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - —
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - — -— -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 42 129 31 61 9 #
Not eligible 42 151 13 59 26 1
information not available 16 150 18 53 27 2

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

o Female students in Alabama had an average score that 300 ,L Percentiles
was higher than that of male students (23 points). This <
performance gap was not significantly different from that 170
of 1998 (19 points). o | G
o White students had an average score that was higher 150
than that of Black students (23 points). This 140 ;ﬁ? 50th
performance gap was not significantly different from that 130 '
of 1998 (21 points). 120 ,%“'so 25th
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable no 19
estimate for-Hispanic students in Alabama. >
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price ¢
school lunch had an average score that was higher than ‘98 02
that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (22 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2+ Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assssment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informaive, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

ng Results for American Samoa

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
American Samoa was 95.

that of the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in American Samoa
were lower than those in 46 jurisdictions?.

the NAEP Proficient level was 3 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 32 percent.

o American Samoa's average score (95) was lower* than

o The percentage of students who performed at or above

American Samoa
Grade 8

Public School

‘Student Percentage at Each Achievement Leve

Americon Samoa

2002 [ 5 1 _m  [Is

Nation (Public) .
002 (R T & O Bz

Percontuge below Bosi and Basic

Percentage Proficient
and Advonced

Obelow Basic O Basic O Proficient @ Advanced

Reporting groups

Percentage Average
_ofstudents Score Below Basic _Basic Proficient Advanced

Percentage of students at

Male 50 851 771 21 1 21 0
Female 50 104 | 601 361 4] #
White # - — — - -
Black 0 - - - - -—
Hispanic # — - —— - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 100 94 _1 681 281 31 #
American Indian/Alaska Native o 0 - - e
Free/reduced-priced school lunch oo o ) T T
Eligible 100 95| 681 29| 31 #
Not eligible 0 - - - - -
Information not available # - - — — -

o Female students in American Samoa had an average
score that was higher than that of male students (19
points). This performance gap was not significantly
different from that of the Nation (21 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for White students compared to Black
students in American Samoa.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for White students compared to Hispanic
students in American Samoa.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Students who were not eligible for
free/reduced-price school lunch compared to students
who were eligible in American Samoa.

A\?eragé Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
Scale Score Distribution

25th 50th 75th
Percentile Percentile Percentile
American Samoa 66| 94| 122
Nation (Public) 127 153 178

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levets of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in American Samoa scored
below 122.

# Percentage rounds to zero.
* Significantly different from American Samoa.

-- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
1 Significantly higher than, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 » Jyrisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Arizona
Grade 8

Public School

AL

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Arizona was 141. This was not found to be significantly
different’ from the average score (143) in 1998.

o Arizona's average score (141) was lower than that of the
nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Arizona were higher
than those in § jurisdictions?, not significantly different
from those in 9 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 32
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 20 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (21).

Arizone
1998 T 70 | 59 20 |
2002 L E ] 57 i )
Nation (Puhlic)
1998 [HF] GH R |
2002 I ] [T 1]
Porcentage bolow Basi ond Basic  Porcentuge Proficiont and Advanced
Obelow Bastc O Basic O Proficient ® Advanced

g Groups ln Arvizovh'a e

Percentage of students at

RIC

Percentage Average

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 130 32 58 11 #
Female . 50 LU L. .56 28 2
White 57 150 16 57 26 1
Black 5 137 23 64 12 1
Hispanic 30 126 36 55 9 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 —_ - - —_ -
American Indian/Alaska Native 6 126 34 58 7 #
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 34 126 36 55 9 #

Not eligible 53 150 15 59 25 1

Information not available 14 144 23 53 23 1

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups -

o Female students in Arizona had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (23 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (20 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (13 points). This
performance gap was narrower than that of 1998 (30
points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (26 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (24 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

SOOJ, Percentiles
170 O] 75th
o | 168 e
150
140 145 \Om 50th
130
120 N
25th

m| " s

1

0

02

# Percentage rounds to zero.
* Significantly different from 2002.

- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

" Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 leve!l was used for testing statistical significance.
2 Jyrisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.

3]



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The Nation's Report Card Arkansas

.,,,,:..‘_ StafeWriting 2002 P?n;fgcehn?l

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing Results for Arkansas | Student Percentage at Each Achievement Leve

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Arkensas _
Arkansas was 142. This was higher' than the average - 1998 | 63 | EE
score (137) in 1998. 002 [ A £0 B¢

o Arkansas' average score (142) was lower than that of Nution (Public)
the nation's public schools (152). 1998 C T 59

o Students' average scale scores in Arkansas were 2002 b 3
higher than those in 6 jurisdictions?, not significantly ) Porcentage below Basi ond Bosic  Percentoge Proficient
different from those in 8 jurisdictions, and lower than ood Advanced
those in 32 jurisdictions. Obelow Bastc O Basic O Profident @ Advenced

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 19 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (13).

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Arkansas

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient . Advanced
Male 53 1321 30 59 1M1 #
Female 47 153 1 12 60 27 1 #
White 73 1471 16 61 221 #
Black 23 1251 37 56 8 0
Hispanic 3 130 34 54 12 0
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 — — - — —
Free/reduced-priced schoo! lunch
Eligible 44 1311 31 58 . 11 #
Not eligible 54 150 T . 14 61 251 #
Information not available 2 - - — - -
Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
o Female students in Arkansas had an average score that 3°°,L Percontiles
was higher than that of male students (21 points). This e
performance gap was not significantly different from that 170
of 1998 (23 points). 160 | pe—its T
o White students had an average score that was higher 150 | 199°
than that of Black students (22 points). This 190 | quem=g, S0h
performance gap was not significantly different from that 190 | 18
of 1998 (23 points). 120
o 25th
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable el s e
estimate for Hispanic students in Arkansas in 1998. >
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price O/r—
school lunch had an average score that was higher than ‘98 ‘02
that of students who were eligible (19 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (23 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

1 Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 » Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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Grade 8

Public Schoot

o ***Writing 2002
E& - mm =3

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Galifornia i
California was 144. This was not found to be 1998 [0 58
significantly different’ from the average score (141) in 2002 7] 55
1998. . Nution (Public)
o California's average score (144) was lower than that of 1998 | W | 59°
the nation's public schools (152). 2002 T 54 2
o Students' average scale scores in California were Porcontage below Basic and Basic  Percontags Proficisnt and Advanced
higher than those in 6 jurisdictions?, not significantly Obelow 8osic O 8asic O Proficient © Advanced

different from those in 13 jurisdictions, and lower-than
those in 27 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 23 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (20).

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in California

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 52 137 27 56 17 #
_Female ) 48 152 16 54 28 2
White 37 156 12 54 32 2
Black 7 128 34 57 10 #
Hispanic 42 1321 30 57 12 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 13 155 15 49 34 3
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 — - - - -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch o

Eligible 36 1321 31 56 131 #

Not eligible 46 158 11 54 32 2

Information not available 18 145 21 57 22 1

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Witih"{jﬁs'clé Scores at Selected Percentiles

o Female students in California had an average score that 300 /L Percentilos
was higher than that of male students (15 points). This ot
performance gap was not significantly different from that 170 o) 15th
of 1998 (15 points). oo | 1 M
o White students had an average score that was higher 150
than that of Black students (29 points). This 1 | o173 0h
performance gap was not significantly different from that ] M
of 1998 (20 points). 120 251h
o White students had an average score that was higher o | s ne
than that of Hispanic students (24 points). This >
performance gap was not significantly different from that °‘|
of 1998 (30 points). 98 02

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (26 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (33 points).

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

1 Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 » Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

The results based on students’ eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch in California do not include the district of Los Angeles.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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**Writing 2002

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and

Connecticut
Grade 8

Public School

persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

‘Overall Writing Results for Connecticut

Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Connecticut was 164. This was not found to be
significantly different’ from the average score (165) in
1998.

o Connecticut's average score (164) was higher than that
of the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Connecticut were
higher than those in 41 jurisdictions?, and not
significantly different from those in 5 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 45 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (44).

Conmecticut
1998 ] [Y2 e 405 |8
2002 OB 2 ST A
Nation (Public)
1998 [IF7 1 59° 3 I
2002 (3] ] w28 ]2
Percentage bslow Bosk ond 8mic  Percentuge Proficiant and Advanced
Obebow 8asic O Basic O Proficent @ Advanced

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Connecticut

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 155 17 48 | 31 41
Female 4 4 08 3 4 ol
White 70 175 7 38 45 101
Black 14 134 30 55 14 1
Hispanic 12 136 28 55 16 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 172 11 34 47 9
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 —_ - —_ - -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 30 143 25 51 21 3

Not eligible 62 174 8 38 45 91

Information not available 8 172 8 40 42 10

Average ‘Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Connecticut had an average score
that was higher than that of male students (20 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different
from that of 1998 (19 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (41 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (34 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (39 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from-that
of 1998 (36 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (31 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (33 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

300 Percentiles
x
200
75th
190 )gr"lge
180
L) —
50th
wo | o e
150
140
150 I?'I\-Ss 25th
'y
98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero.
* Significantly different from 2002.

--- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998.

| Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Nationa! Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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DDESS
Grade 8

Public Schooi

persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing Results for DDESS Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in DDESS _
DDESS was 164. This was not found to be significantly 1948 L7 | 49 EE TR
different’ from the average score (160) in 1998. 2002 7l H] — w W2
o DDESS' average score (164) was higher than that of the HNaiion {Public)
nation's public schools (152). 1998 | W | 59° T A
o Students' average scale scores in DDESS were higher LA 54 T L
than those in 41 juri§dict!0qs’. and not significantly Pescentage below Bask and Basic  Percontage Proficient and Advanced
different from those in 5 jurisdictions. Obebow Basic O Busic O Profident @ Advenced
o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 42 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (38).

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in DDESS

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic .Basic Proficient  Advanced
Male 47 153 12 60 27 1
_Female 53 174 3 43 501 4
White’ 38 171 6 43 48 3
Black 23 154 9 64 26 1
Hispanic 20 160 9 53 37 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 6 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - - - - -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch ’
Eligible 25 155 11 58 30 1
Not eligible 54 165 7 49 41 3
Information not available 21 172 3 48 47 3

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles = -

o Female students in DODEA/DDESS had an average 30°J,, Porcontiles
score that was higher than that of male students (21 ot
points). This performance gap was not significantly 190
different from that of 1998 (17 points). o | 8 Tay 1o
o White students had an average score that was higher 170
than that of Black students (17 points). This 160 o—/ﬁl Soth
performance gap was not significantly different from that 150 | 1
of 1998 (17 points). 140 n/ﬁ4 25th
o White students had an average score that was higher w | =
than that of Hispanic students (12 points). This ' 120
performance gap was not significantly different from that >
of 1998 (14 points). b
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 98 02

school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (10 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (5 points).

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

1 Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional resuits and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments. )
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DoDDS
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Public Srhool

persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Qverall Writing Results for DoDDS - Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in DobDS
DoDDS was 161. This was higher' than the average 199 (TP 38 TR |
score (156) in 1998. _ 2002 i 5 B |
o DoDDS' average score (161) was higher than that of the || Nation {Public}
nation's public schools (152). 1998 [T ] 5% =23 Qv
o Students' average scale scores in DoDDS were higher w2z OB T el z_ 12
than those in 41 jurisdictions?, and not significantly Percentoge below Bask ond Bmic  Percontnge Proficient and Advanced
different from those in 5 jurisdictions. Obebow Busic O Basic O Proficient @ Advanced
o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 37 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (31).

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in DoDDS i
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups -of students Score Below Basic  Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 150 1 12 65 23 #
Female 50 173 1 3 46 48 1 3
White 48 166 6 51 40 2
Black 15- 149 14 61 24 #
Hispanic ' 7 155 8 64 27 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 9 161 7 58 34 1
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 — — — — -—
Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 6 159 8 56 36 #
Not eligible 23 163 6 54 38 2
Information not available 71 161 8 56 35 2
o Female students in DODEA/DoDDS had an average 300,L Percentiles
score that was higher than that of male students (23 '
points). This performance gap was not significantly 180 U“"ﬂs 75th
different from that of 1998 (18 points). el M
o White students had an average score that was higher 160 | =y S0th
than that of Black students (17 points). This 150 | 157
erformance gap was not significantly different from that
bf 1968 (13 points). sieany ol I
o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (10 points). This 0 l
performance gap was not significantly different from that 98 02
of 1998 (6 points).
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was not found
to be significantly different from that of students who
were eligible. Students who were not eligible for
free/reduced-price school lunch had an average score
that was not found to be significantly different from
students who were eligible in 1998.
# Percentage rounds to zero. - Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

1 Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 = Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing Results for Delaware Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Deluware _ .
Delaware was 159. This was higher' than the average 199 [TAP T 58 g1
score (144) in 1998. w2 [ 35 B R b
o Delaware's average score (159) was higher than that of Nation (Public)
the nation's public schools (152). ws [ 1 59° PR |y
o Students' average scale scores in Delaware were 2002 LT 54 B =
higher than those in 34 jurisdictions?, not significantly Peccontage bekow Basic and Basic P ge Proficisnt and Advanced
different from those in 7 jurisdictions, and lower than Obelow Basic O Basic O Proficient @ Advanced
those in 5 jurisdictions.
o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 35 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (22).
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic  Proficient  Advanced
Male 51 150 1 151 60 241 1
 Female ’ 49 168 1 51 50 411 3
White 64 165 1 71 501 401 3
Black 29 1451 161 66 181 #
Hispanic 5 144 1 17 63 20 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 182 4 34 . 53 10
American Indian/Alaska Native # — — — — —
Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 32 1421 20! 63 171 #
Not eligible 68 167 1 51 511 401 3
Information not available 1. — — — — —
Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
o Female students in Delaware had an average score that 3001‘ Parcantiles
was higher than that of male students (18 points). This o
performance gap was not significantly different from that 180 15th
of 1998 (22 points). o /ﬁa
o White students had an average score that was higher 160 | 7O 50th
than that of Black students (20 points). This 150 D/fg"
performance gap was not significantly different from that 1o | 1%
of 1998 (21 points). 130 D/ﬁl 25th
o White students had an average score that was higher 120
than that of Hispanic students (21 points). This e | 1
performance gap was not significantly different from that &
of 1998 (18 points). 01
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 98 02
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (25 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (25 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. - | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 *Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing Results for District of Columbia

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
District of Columbia was 128. This was not found to be
significantly different’ from the average score (126) in
1998. Nation (Pobtic)

o District of Columbia's average score (128) was lower 1993 59
than that of the nation’s public schools (152). 2002 54 -

o Students' average scale scores in District of Columbia Porcontage below Basic end Boskc  Percontage Proficient
were higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not significantly and Advanced
different from those in 2 jurisdictions?, and lower than . below Basic O Basic  © Profiient @ Advanced
those in 43 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 10 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (11).

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in District of Columbia

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 49 120 43 52 6 #

 Female ' 51 136 25 61 14 #

White 3 - - - - --

Black 87 126 36 57 8 #

Hispanic _ 8 130 33 -56 11 0

Asian/Pacific Islander 2 - - - - -

American Indian/Alaska Native 0 - — — — —

Free/reduced-priced school lunch '

Eligible 67 123 39 55 6 #
Not eligible 32 140 23 60 16 #
Information not available 1 - — - — -

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

o Female students in District of Columbia had an average 300 ,L Percentiles
score that was higher than that of male students (16 T
points). This performance gap was not significantly 150 &—& 75th
different from that of 1998 (21 points). 140

¢ The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 130 | ety 508H
estimate for White students compared to Black students i | W 128
in District of Columbia. 110 ;

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 100 ‘Ms 25th
estimate for White students compared to Hispanic 90 ‘
students in District of Columbia. >

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price OL
school lunch had an average score that was higher than 98 02
that of students who were eligible (17 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (21 points).

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 Jurisdictions® includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

rall Writing Results for Florida

¢ The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Florida was 154. This was higher! than the average
score (142) in 1998.

o Florida's average score (154) was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation’s public
schools (152).

o Students’ average scale scores in Florida were higher
than those in 20 jurisdictions?, not significantly different
from those in 19 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 7
jurisdictions. .

e The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (19).

Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level
florido
1998 [0

2002
Nution (Public)
1998
2002
Porcontoge below Bask and Bosic  Percentoge Proficient
Advanced
below Bosic O Busle @ Profident @ Advanced

Performance of NAEP. Repo'r't'in'g' Groups in.Florida

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic  Proficient Advanced
Male 50 1411 24 | 56 191 1
Female 50 166 1 8l 47! 401 81
White 55 1631 101 50 | 361 41
Black 23 1371 26 | 58 161 1
Hispanic 18 144 1 24 50 251 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 167 9 44 42 5
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 43 1411 24 | 56 191 1
Not eligible 52 163 1 10 48 | 381 41
Information not available 5 162 11 50 34 5
Writing Scale Scores.at Selected.Percentiles: |
o Female students in Florida had an average score that 300/[, Percentiles
was higher than that of male students (25 points). This -
performance gap was not significantly different from that 180 75th
of 1998 (22 points). 170 /Tg'
e White students had an average score that was higher 160 | b
than that of Black students (26 points). This 150 35 S0th
performance gap was not significantly different from that 140 g
of 1998 (24 points). e L 25
o White students had an average score that was higher 120 128
than that of Hispanic students (19 points). This o | nee
performance gap was not significantly different from that P
of 1998 (14 points). 01
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 98 '02
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (23 points).

# Percentage rounds to zero.
* Significantly different from 2002.

—- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998.

| Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 "Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (su

ch as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The Nation's Report Card Georgia

State 4 ] ¥ Grade 8

Publie Schoal

The writing assesent o theNatlonaI Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

erall Writing Results f rg ‘Student Percentage at Each Achievement Leve
e The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Georgla
Georgia was 147. This was not found to be significantly 60
different’ from the average score (146) in 1998. 2002 57
o Georgia's average score (147) was lower than that of Nation (Publiq)
the nation's public schools (152). - 1998 59
e Students' average scale scores in Georgia were higher 0 L
than those in 13 jurisdictions?, not significantly different Percontoge below Busic and Basic  Percentuge Proficisnt aud Advanced
from those in 12 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 21 Obebow Basic O Basic  © Proficient © Advanced

jurisdictions.

e The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 25 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (23).

ance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Georgia " 1 .
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 137 25 60 15 #
Female 49 158 1" 55 B2
White 54 156 13 54 31 2
Black ' 37 138 23 62 14 #
Hispanic 5 119 42 51 6 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 152 14 60 26 1
American Indian/Alaska Native # - L e - - -—
Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 40 134 27 60 13
Not eligible 55 156 12 55 31
Information not available 5 152 15 . 57 27
Average Score.Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
o Female students in Georgia had an average score that 3001, Percentiles
was higher than that of male students (21 points). This e
performance gap was not significantly different from that 170 el T5th
of 1998 (18 points). wl| 7
¢ White students had an average score that was higher 150 | Oty 501k
than that of Black students (18 points). This 140 | 18 148
performance gap was not significantly different from that 138
of 1998 (24 points). 120 '%-—]% 25¢th
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable o
estimate for Hispanic students in Georgia in 1998. P
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price O/L__.
school lunch had an average score that was higher than ‘98 '02
that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (25 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. -—- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2« Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

e The average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Guam was 130. 5“"2002 -
¢ Guam's average score (130) was lower’ than that of
the nation's public schools (152). Nation {Public}
o Students' average scale scores in Guam were higher wn s
than those in 1 jurisdiction, not significantly different Pescentage below Busi ond Bosic  Petcontuge Proficient
from those in 2 jurisdictions?, and lower than those in and Advanced
43 jurisdictions. : @ below Basic O Basic © Profient @ Advanced

e The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 13 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 68 percent.

f NAEP epoﬁing ‘Groups in Guam:

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic  Proficient  Advanced
| Male 51 121 1 401 521 81l #
Female 49 140 | 22 1 60 1 18 | #
White 2 — — -— -— -
Black # - — - - —
Hispanic # - - - - -—
Asian/Pacific Islander ' 96 130 | a2t 551 121 #
American Indian/Alaska Native 0 - - -—- - -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 30 115 | 461 471 6! #
Not eligible 69 1371 251 591 15 1 #
Information not available 1 - - - - -

Avéfage Score Gaps Between Selected Groups . | Writing Scale Scores. at Selected Percentiles. |

o Female students in Guam had an average score that Scale Score Distribution

was higher than that of male students (19 points). This a5th soth 75th
performance gap was not significantly different from Percentile Percentile Percentile
that of the Nation (21 points). Guam | 105 | 1311 156 |
e The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable : :
estimate for White students compared to Black Nation (Public) 127 153 178
students in Guam.
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
estimate for White students compared to Hispanic NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
students in Guam. at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution

performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in Guam scored below 756.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points).

' # Percentage rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from Guam. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The Nation's Report Card Hawaii

**Writing 2002 Grade 8

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educationa! Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from O to 300.

Overall Writi ults-for Hawaii Student Perceh{agé at Each AchlevementLevel

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Hawii
Hawaii was 138. This was not found to be significantly 1998 [0 T 58 I §
different’ from the average score (135) in 1998. 2002 [T 56 17 ]

o Hawaii's average score (138) was lower than that of the Nation (Public)
nation's public schools (152). 1998 T 59° .23y

o Students' average scale scores in Hawaii were higher w0 LT 34 YN b
than those in 4 jurisdictions?, not significantly different Percentage below Basic and Basic  Percentage Proficient
from those in 3 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 39 and Advanced
jurisdictions. Obelow Busic O Basie  © Profident © Advanced

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 18 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (15).

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Hawai
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic  Proficient  Advanced

Male 52 126 36 54 9 #
Female : 48 150 15 58 26 1
White 16 142 21 58 20 1
Black 2 139 21 62 17 0
Hispanic 2 - — - - -
Asian/Pacific islander 68 137 27 56 17 1
American Indian/Alaska Native # -— -- - - —
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 40 126 38 - 53 10 #

Not eligible 59 146 1 18 58 231 1

Information not available 1 - —_ — —_ -—

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Hawaii had an average score that 300/[/ Porcontiles
was higher than that of male students (24 points). This o
performance gap was not significantly different from that 160 D""—l& 75th
of 1998 (24 points). 50 | 10

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 140 50th
estimate for Black students in Hawaii in 1998, | 3 W

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 120
estimate for Hispanic students in Hawaii. 19 Iﬂ—-_ﬁ2 25th

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 160
schoo! lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (21 points). This 0
performance gap was not significantly different from that 98 02
of 1998 (19 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles -

-

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly tower than 1998,

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 " Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.

i6



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The Nation's Report Card idaho

State 14 Grade 8
Writing 2002 it e

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

iting Results for Idaho

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Idaho was 151. tdcho
2002 35 7 - B2
o Idaho's average score (151) was not found to be LT i
significantly different' from that of the nation's public Nation (Public)
schools (152). 200 [ ] ) T |
o Students' average scale scores in Idaho were higher Porcantage bolow Basic and Basic  Porcontuge Proficient and Advanced
than those in 17 jurisdictions?, not significantly different O bolow Busie O Baste O Proficiont © Advanced

from those in 17 jurisdictions, and lower than those in
12 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 29 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 84 percent.

P'éfforfhance of NAEP Reporting Groups in ldaho L
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic Proficient ~Advanced
Male - 52 138 { 25 60 15 #
Female 48 % 7{ S 4 3
White 88 153 | 151 55 29 | 2
Black 1 - -- — - -
Hispanic 9 130 31 59 11 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 -— - - -— -—
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 -— - - - -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 32 140 25 56 181 1

Not eligible 60 156 | 121 54 31 2

Information not available 8 154 14 54 30 2

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles =
Scale Score Distribution

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups '

o Female students in Idaho had an average score that

was higher than that of male students (27 points). This 25th soth 75th
performance gap was wider than that of the Nation (21 Percentile Percentile Percentile
points). : , Idaho 127 152 177
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable Nation (Public) 127 153 178
estimate for Black students in Idaho.
o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (22 points). This An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
performance gap was not significantly different from NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
that of the Nation (24 points). at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution

performed. For example, the data above shows that 756
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in Idaho scored below 177.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (17 points). This
performance gap was narrower than that of the Nation

(25 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from Idaho. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 * Jurisdictions® includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The Nation's Report Card

**Writing 2002

indiana
Grade 8

Public School

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and

ing Results for Indiana

o The average scale score for eighth-gréde students in

| Student Percentage at Each Achievement Leve

persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Indiana was 150. 1"‘“9°°2002 R - 51
o Indiana's average score (150) was not found to be

significantly different' from that of the nation's public Natica (Public)

schools (152). 2002 [ ] ] I 1

o Students' average scale scores in Indiana were higher
than those in 15 jurisdictions?, not significantly different
from those in 16 jurisdictions, and lower than those in
15 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 26 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 85 percent.

and Ady n

Porcentago holow Basik and Bosic P go Proficic
Q Basic

O below Baste O Proficont ® Advanced

Performance of NAEP Répbrting Groups in Indiana A
Percentage of students at

Percentage Average

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic  Proficient  Advanced
Male 50 138 23 61 15 #
Female 50 162 .8 55 38 2
White 86 153 | 13 58 1 28 | 11
Black 9 125 35 58 7 #
Hispanic 2 - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 —_ - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -
Freelreduced-priced school lunch

Eligible ' 25 138 24 60 16 #

Not eligible : 69 155 12 571 29} 1

Information not available 6 144 20 58 22 0

A'vérag'e Score Gaps Between Selected Groups l Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles.

Scale Score Distribution

o Female students in Indiana had an average score that

was higher than that of male students (24 points). This 25t 5th 75t
performance gap was not significantly different from Percentile Percentile Percentile
that of the Nation (21 points). Indiana 127 152 174

o White students had an average score that was higher Nation (Public) 127 153 178

than that of Black students (27 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from

that of the Nation (25 points).

The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Indiana.

Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (17 points). This

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in Indiana scored below

performance gap was narrower than that of the Nation 174.

(25 points).

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from Indiana. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

27 Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The Nation's Report Card

**Writing 2002

Kansas
Grade 8

Public School

B

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing~three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Kansas was 155. Hansas

, 2002 [T 55 : T ||
o Kansas' average score (155) was not found to be

significantly different* from that of the nation's public Nation {Public)

schools (152). 2002 [ 7T 54 . J?

o Students' average scale scores in Kansas were higher
than those in 23 jurisdictions?, not significantly different
from those in 16 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 7
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 87 percent.

Percontage below Basic und Basic  Porcontoge Proficient and Advanced
Qbekow Basic O Basic O Profident @ Advanced

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Kansas

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic  Proficient  Advanced
Male " 51 144 191 621 19 #
White 80 159 10 54 35 11
Black 8 135 26 61 13 #
Hispanic 7 132 32 55 13 0
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 - — - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - - -- -— —_
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 30 140 22 60 17

Not eligible 67 160 10 52 36

Information not available 3 170 6 46 44

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Kansas had an average score that Scale Score Distribution
was higher than that of male students (23 points). This 25th 5oth 75t
performance gap was not significantly different from Percentile Percentile Percentile
that of the Nation (21 points). Kansas 1321 157 1 179

o White students had an average score that was higher : :
than that of Black students (24 points). This Nation (Public) 127 183 178
performance gap was not significantly different from

that of the Nation (25 points).

White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (27 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (24 points).

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below

178, while 75 percent of students in Kansas scored below

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 179

school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (20 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points).

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from Kansas. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (pubtic).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http:/nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The Nation's Report Card Kentucky
Grade 8

Punlic Bchaol

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework The NAEP wntlng scale ranges from O to 300

e The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Kentucky
Kentucky was 149. This was not found to be 1998 63
significantly different® from the average score (146) in 2002 59
1998. Nution {Public)

o Kentucky's average score (149) was not found to be 1993 59
significantly different from that of the nation's public 2002 54
schools (152).

Percentoge bebow Basic ond Basic  Percentoge Proficient and Advanced

o Students' average scale scores in Kentucky were © below Basic O Basic © Profiiemt @ Advanced
higher than those in 15 jurisdictions?, not significantly )

different from those in 15 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 16 jurisdictions.

¢ The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 25 percent. This _
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (21).

‘Performance of NAEP Reberting Groups in Kentucky S :
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

'Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male : . 49 138 24 62 14 #
Female 51 161 7 57 34 2
White 90 150 15 59 25 1
Black 8 137 22 66 12 #
Hispanic 1 - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander ) 1 —_ -- - — -

American Indian/Alaska Native # - -- - -— -—
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 40 138 23 62 15 #
Not eligible . 57 158 9 58 31 2
Information not available 3 147 17 62 21 0

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

e’rage Score Gaps Between Selected Gro ’ p

o Female students in Kentucky had an average score that 300,L Percentiles
was higher than that of male students (23 points). This j
performance gap was not significantly different from that 170 | g, 15t
of 1998 (22 points). w | w

o White students had an average score that was higher 150 0___.-0 50th
than that of Black students (13 points). This 140 147 50
performance gap was not significantly different from that 130
of 1998 (18 points). 120 ,gs-—',‘;, 25th

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable

estimate for Hispanic students in Kentucky. o]

o Students who were not eligible for freefreduced-price R 2N
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (20 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that

of 1998 (22 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
WhICh occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card Writing 2002 for addmonal mformation.

SOURCE u.s. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The Nation's Report Card Louisiana

**Writing 2002 Bitheads

persuasive writing—three purposes identiﬁed in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

‘Overall Writing Results for Louisiana = ‘Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Lovisiana _
Louisiana was 142. This was higher* than the average 1998 AT 1] Al e
score (136) in 1998. w02 [TH) ] 6 D
o Louisiana's average score (142) was lower than that of Nation (Public)
the nation's public schools (152). 1998 /1T 57
o Students' average scale scores in Louisiana were 0 L] 34
higher than those in 6 jurisdictions?, not significantly Percentoge below Bask and Basic  Percentage Proficient
different from those in 9 jurisdictions, and lower than ond Advanced
those in 31 jurisdictions. _ O© bekow Baste O Basie O Profident @ Advanced
o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 18 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (12).
‘Performance of NAEP Reporting G
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 1331 27 62 11 #
Female 49 152 1 12 62 251 1
White 53 153 1 11 63 261 1
Black 43 129 1 31 61 81 0
Hispanic : 1 - - - — -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 — — - -— -
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 — - - - —
Free/reduced-priced school lunch ' .
Eligible 50 1331 27 62 101 #
Not eligible 36 155 1 9 62 281 1
Information not available 14 141 21 61 17 1
Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
o Female students in Louisiana had an average score that 300/L Parcontiles
was higher than that of male students (18 points). This 2
performance gap was not significantly different from that 170
of 1998 (17 points). _ 100 | Tt 75th
o White students had an average score that was higher 150 | 157*
than that of Black students (24 points). This 140 D/ﬁ, 50th
performance gap was not significantly different from that 130 | 136
of 1998 (23 points). 120 ot 25tk
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable | & @
estimate for Hispanic students in Louisiana. 100
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price -~
school lunch had an average score that was higher than 0 I
that of students who were eligible (22 points). This 98 02
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (19 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. -—- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Cotlumbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are caiculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.



The Nation's Report Card Maine

**Writing 2002 rade 8

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from O to 300.

Overall ertmg Results for Maine

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Meine
Maine was 157. This was not found to be significantly 1998 [IELT 54 B N |
different from the average score (155) in 1998. 2002 [T 50 3% s
o Maine's average score (157) was higher than that of the Nutian (Public)
nation’s public schools (152). 1998 [ 1. | 59
o Students' average scale scores in Maine were higher 1002 54
than those in 30 jurisdictions?, not significantly different Petcentage bolow Bask and Bavic P go Proficiaat and Advanced
from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 5 Obebow Basic O Bosic  © Proficient © Advenced

jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 36 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (32).

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Maine , e .
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic Proficient  Advanced
Male ~ 49 144 21 56 21 1
Female 51 170 7 44 44 5
White 97 157 14 50 33 3
Black 1 -— - - - -
Hispanic 1 - - -- - -
Asian/Pacific islander 1 — - - -— -—
American Indian/Alaska Native # — - - - -
Free/reduced-priced schoo! lunch
Eligible 24 141 24 55 19 1
Not eligible 69 163 10 48 38 4
Information not available 7 153 15 56 26 3
Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
o Female students in Maine had an average score that 3(,0), Percentiles
was higher than that of male students (26 points). This -
performance gap was not significantly different from that 150
of 1998 (26 points). 180 D"""‘lgs 75th
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 170 .m
estimate for Black students in Maine. 160 a soth
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 150
estimate for Hispanic students in Maine. 140
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 130 ,5’,"—-,?2 25th
school lunch had an average score that was higher than 120 |
that of students who were eligible (23 points). This o
performance gap was not significantly different from that 0 l
of 1998 (21 points). ‘98 '02
# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

! Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistica! sngmf cance.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
whlch occurred in some states. See The Nation's Repon Card: Writing 2002 for addltlonal mformation.

SOURCE u.s. Deparlment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The Nation's Report Card

**Writing 2002

Maryland
Grade 8

Public Schoo!

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

ra :'Writ'ingRéé)d’lbtbsﬂfd‘f"Mary|and: .

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Maryland was 157. This was higher' than the average
score (147) in 1998.

o Maryland's average score (157) was higher than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level ’

those in 5 jurisdictions.

o Students' average scale scores in Maryland were
higher than those in 30 jurisdictions?, not significantly
different from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower than

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 35 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (23).

Meryland
1998 [T | 60" e N
2002 T 52 B
Natien (Poblic) '
1998 | W/ | 59° R
202 [ W3 ] A kR |
Percontoge bekow Bask ond Bavic  Percentoge Proficiant and Advanced
Obebow Basic O Basic O Proficient @ Advanced

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient  Advanced
Male 48 147 1 19 56 24 1 1
Female 52. 166 1 8 48 | I 5 1 ]
White 55 167 1 8 47 1 401 51
Black 34 140 1 22 61 161 1
Hispanic 5 143 21 56 23 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 5 172 8 38 50 4
American Indian/Alaska Native # - — - -— -—
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 26 1391 23 60 161 1

Not eligible 71 164 1 10 49 | 371 41

Information not available 2 - - - -

o Female students in Maryland had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (19 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (21 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (27 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (26 points). :

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (18 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were.eligible (25 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (28 points).

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups -

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

300/L Percentiles
T 75th
180 2
o X
501
150 c/gﬁ
149 | 148°
130 2 25th
120 | 23
m| -
'y S
98 02

# Percentage rounds to zero.
* Significantly different from 2002.

--- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998, | Statistically significantly lower than 1998,

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit hitp://nces.ed.govinationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The Nation's Report Card

Massachusetis
Grade 8

Public School

*=*Writing 2002

R

erall g Results for Massachusetts

The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Massachusetts was 163. This was higher' than the
average score (155) in 1998.

Massachusetts' average score (163) was higher than
that of the nation's public schools (152).

Students' average scale scores in Massachusetts were
higher than those in 41 jurisdictions?, and not
significantly different from those in 5 jurisdictions.

The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 42 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (31).

Mossachusetts

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

1998 [TEET 58 29 R

2002 ET [} N | |
Nation (Public)

1998 7 1 59 PR |y

2002 1 ] B J2

Porcentuge below Basic and Bavie

Obebow Basic O Basic O Proficient @ Advenced

Porcentage Proficisnt and Advanced

NAEP Reporting Groups in Massachusetts
Percentage Average

Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score  Below Basic  Basic _ Proficient _Advanced
Male 53 155 1 13 551 301 2
Female 47 1731 6 41 "46 1 7
White 75 171 5 46 | 44 1 51
Black 9 139 25 57 18 1
Hispanic 10 132 27 63 10 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 5 167 10 45 38 7
American Indian/Alaska Native # — - - - ——
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 29 1411 22 58 191 1

Not eligible 69 1731 51 44 | 46 1 61

Information not available 2 161 6 64 27 3

o

A\ierége Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

Female students in Massachusetts had an average
score that was higher than that of male students (18
points). This performance gap was not significantly
different from that of 1998 (22 points).

White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (32 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (26 points).

White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (39 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (38 points).

Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (32 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (31 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles :

3001,
g

e
196

180
170
160
15¢
140
130
120

L
98 ‘02

75th
cr/“g"

50th

25th

180°
DAS

156°
EAq

131

Percentiles

# Percentage rounds to zero.
* Significantly different from 2002.

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.

<4

--- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
T Statistically significantly higher than 1998.

| Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
1 Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 » Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit hitp://nces.ed.qgov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
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The Nation's Repont Card Michigan

**Writing 2002 Crade 8

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

riting Results for Michigan Student Percentage at Each Achievement Leve

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Michigan was 147. Richigan ‘
e, 2002 171 58
o Michigan's average score (147) was lower" than that of
the nation's public schools (152). Nation {Pubfic)
o Students' average scale scores in Michigan were w2 [[B ] 7]
higher than those in 13 jurisdictions?, not significantly Porcentage bolow Basic ond Basic  Percentage Proficient and Advanced
different from those in 14 jurisdictions, and lower than Obelow Buste O Baste O Profident ® Advanced

those in 19 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 24 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 83 percent.

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Michigan
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic  Proficient Advanced
Male _ ‘ 52 137 24 61 14 #
Female 48 158 | 10 56 1 33 2]
White 77 152 | 14 581 28 1 11
Black 18 130 31 60 9 #
Hispanic 2 - - - - L e
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch '

Eligible 34 137 26 58 16 #

Not eligible 60 154 | 11 591 28 1 11

Information not available 7 139 27 53 20

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups ' Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles =

o Female students in Michigan had an average score Scale Score Distribution

that was higher than that of male students (21 points). 25th 50th 75th
This performance gap was not significantly different Percentile Percentile Percentile
from that of the Nation (21 points). Michigan 123 149 1721

o White students had an average score that was higher Nation (Public) 127 153 178

than that of Black students (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points). An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
estimate for Hispanic students in Michigan. at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
school lunch had an average score that was higher percent 'of students in public schogls n_atu_)nally scored below
than that of students who were eligible (17 points). This 178, while 75 percent of students in Michigan scored below

performance gap was narrower than that of the Nation 172.

(25 points). :
# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from Michigan. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation’s Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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Mississippi
Grade 8

Punlic Bchoot

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Mississippi
Mississippi was 141. This was higher® than the average 1993 63°
score (134) in 1998. 2002 70
¢ Mississippi's average score (141) was lower than that of Nation (Public)
the nation's public schools (152). 1998 59°
e Students' average scale scores in Mississippi were x0 54
higher than those in 6 jurisdictions?, not significantly Percentoge below Bask and Baskc  Percentege Proficient
different from those in 8 jurisdictions, and lower than and Advanced
those in 32 jurisdictions. ©below Baslc O Baskk  © Profident @ Advanced
o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 13 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (11).

ance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Mississippi ... v
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score ,_Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 1321 251} 691 6 #
Female o 51 150 1 9! 71 20 R
White 52 149 11 70 20 #
Black 47 1321 24 | 701 6 #
Hispanic # - ~— — -— -
Asian/Pacific Islander # - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - -— -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch .
Eligible 58 1341 23 | 701 7 #
Not eligible 36 1521 81l 69 23 #
Information not available 6 143 15 71 14 0
Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups ; ‘
o Female students in Mississippi had an average score 300 /L Percentiles
that was higher than that of male students (19 points). o
This performance gap was not significantly different 160 75th
from that of 1998 (18 points). ol 53-:"‘"{?1
o White students had an average score that was higher 150 MQ 50th
than that of Black students (17 points). This ) 130 | 38
performance gap was not significantly different from that 120 25th
of 1998 (22 points). w | 2 13
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 100 :
estimate for Hispanic students in Mississippi. o
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price ‘ o/|+_
school lunch had an average score that was higher than ‘98 '02
that of students who were eligible (18 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (20 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. -~ Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
-* Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

* Comparisons (higher/tower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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Missouri
Grade 8

Public Schoot

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

all Writing Results.for Missouri. , -~ 1 Student Percentage at Each Achievement Ley
s The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Missouri
Missouri was 151. This was higher! than the average 1993 62
score (142) in 1998. 2002 59
o Missouri's average score (151) was not found to be Nation (Public)
significantly different from that of the nation's public 1998 59
schools (152). 2002 58
o Students' average scale scores in Missouri were higher Percentage below Basic und Basic  Percentoge Proficient
than those in 17 jurisdictions?, not significantly different and Advanced
from those in 17 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 12 @ bolow Basic O Busic © Proficient @ Advanced
jurisdictions. - .
o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 27 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (17).
mance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Missouri L
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score . Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male ' 50 140 1 211 63 15 1. #
Female ... .5 161 7y . .581 361 2
White 81 153 1 131 58 281 11
Black 16 1391 20! 67 13 #
Hispanic 3 1 - - - - --
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 T e - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - -- - -- -~-
Freelreduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 30 1371 231 65 121 #
Not eligible 65 157 1 111 56 | 321 11
Information not available 6 150 11 66 22 #
Avé;'ége Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
o Female students in Missouri had an average score that 3001, ' Percentiles
was higher than that of male students (21 points). This e
performance gap was not significantly different from that 180
of 1998 (23 points). 170 : < I5th
o White students had an average score that was higher - 160 ] 165
than that of Black students (15 points). This 150 D./?? 50th
performance gap was not significantly different from that w | 2 !
of 1998 (21 p?lnts). ' . 130 / 251k
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 120] = ¥
estimate for Hispanic students in Missouri. nwo | 19
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price -
school lunch had an average score that was higher than [} l
that of students who were eligible (20 points). This ‘98 '02
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (20 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998,

1 Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The Nation's Report Card Montana
Y L Grade 8

Fublic Schoal

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

all Writing Results for Montana Student Percentage at Each Achieveme

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Montana _
Montana was 152. This was not found to be significantly 1998 ¢ 81
different" from the average score (150) in 1998. 2002 5
o Montana's average score (152) was not found to be Nation (Public}
significantly different from that of the nation's public 1998 59"
schools (152). 2002 1 54
o Students' average scale scores in Montana were higher Porcentage balow Basi and Bavic  Perwentage Proficiant ond Advanced
than those in 19 jurisdictions?, not significantly different @below Basic O Basic  © Proficient @ Advanced

from those in 15 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 12
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 29 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (25).

ce of NAEP Reporting Groups in Montana = . = . .
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 53 137 24 63 14 #
White 84 155 13 551 30 2
Black 1 - -— - - -
Hispanic’ 2 - -- - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 : — - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 12 -129 34 56 9 #
Free/reduced-priced school lunch .
Eligible 31 135 27 59 13 #
Not eligible 67 159 10 54 34 2
Information not available 2 -— — - - -
Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups ] Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
o Female students in Montana had an average score that 3“°J, Percentiles
was higher than that of male students (31 points). This -
performance gap was wider than that of 1998 (24 180 1
points). 170 ‘173;—"'"{?7 IS8
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 160
estimate for Black students in Montana. 150 l?;-_"?‘ 50th
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 140 ;
estimate for Hispanic students in Montana. 130 Ot 251k
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 120 | o
school lunch had an average score that was higher than o
that of students who were eligible (24 points). This OT_
performance gap was not significantly different from that ‘98 '02
of 1998 (17 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998, | Statistically significantly lower than 1998,

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 "Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and ‘
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall w g Results for Nebraska Student Pé'r'ééhtavgezétv Each Achievement Lé\)e

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Nebraska was 156. Nebrasko .
, . : 2002 QAT i 30 ]I
o Nebraska's average score (156) was higher' than that
of the nation’s public schools (152). Nation (Public}
o Students’ average scale scores in Nebraska were w02 (TP ] 34 8”742
higher than those in 28 jurisdictions?, not significantly Porcentago bekow Basik and Basi  Porcontage Proficient and Advanced
different from those in 12 jurisdictions, and lower than Obolow Basic O Busle  © Profident @ Advanced

those in 6 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 88 percent.

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Nebraska

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score  Below Basic  Basic _ Proficient Advanced
Male 51 1451 171 631 19 #
Female 49 167 1 6! 50 42 2
White 84 160 8l 57 34 2
Black 6 131 30 60 10 0
Hispanic 7 128 35 54 11 0
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - —
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - - -- -— -—
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 35 1411 21 61 17 1

Not eligible 63 163 6l 54 38 2

Information not available 2 - - — - —

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

Scale Score Distribution

o Female students in Nebraska had an average score

that was higher than that of male students (22 points). 25t s0th 75th
This performance gap was not significantly different Percentile Percentile Percentile
from that of the Nation (21 points). Nebraska 1341 157 1 179

o White students had an average score that was higher Nation (Public) 127 153 178

than that of Black students (29 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from

that of the Nation (25 points). An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300

o White students had an average score that was higher NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
than that of Hispanic students (32 points). This at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performance gap was not significantly different from performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
that of the Nation (24 points). percent of students in public schools nationally scored below

178, while 75 percent of students in Nebraska scored below

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price

school lunch had an average score that was higher 179.

than that of students who were eligible (22 points). This

performance gap was not significantly different from

that of the Nation (25 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from Nebraska. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

27 Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Nevada was 137. This was not found to be significantly
different' from the average score (140) in 1998.

Nevada's average score (137) was lower than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

Students' average scale scores in Nevada were higher
than those in 4 jurisdictions?, not significantly different
from those in 2 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 40
jurisdictions.

The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 16 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (17).

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

tudent Percentage at Each Achievement Lev

59
Nutton (Public)
1998 59
2002 54

Porcontage below Basic ard Basic  Percentoge Proficiant
Advanced

@ below Basic O Basic  © Proficient @ Advanced

e of NAEP Reporting Groups in Nevada -

Percentage of students at

Percentage Average

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 52 125 37 55 8 #
Female 48 151 13 62 24 1
White 60 143 19 61 19 1
Black 10 128 33 59 8 #
Hispanic 22 123 39 54 7 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 149 18 54 27 1
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - - - - -
"Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 28 121 41 52 7 #

Not eligible 62 144 19 62 18 1

Information not available 9 143 21 56 22 #

o Female students in Nevada had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (26 points). This
performance gap was wider than that of 1998 (19
points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (15 points). This

performance gap was not significantly different from that

of 1998 (13 points).

e White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (20 points). This

performance gap was not significantly different from that

of 1998 (22 points).
e Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price

school lunch had an average score that was higher than

that of students who were eligible (23 points). This

performance gap was not significantly different from that

of 1998 (21 points). .

'A\;eragé Score Gaps Between Selected Groups =

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

300’[/ Percentiles

//
1460 |D_—063 18 75th
150
o | o ot
130 :
120 :
no | 17T, Bt
100 '

// N

0 l

‘98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero.
* Significantly different from 2002.

Educatlonal Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Wntlng Assessments.

--- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998.
* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
Wthh occurred in some states See The Nation's Report Card Writing 2002 for addmonal lnformation.

| Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

e The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Now Moxio
New Mexico was 140. This was not found to be 1998 [l 0] 81

significantly different' from the average score (141)in 2002 [T 58

1998. Nation (Public)
o New Mexico's average score (140) was lower than that 1w [T ] 59 s 23 v
of the nation's public schools (152). 2002 i 54 .28 ]2

o Students' average scale scores in New Mexico were Percentage below Basi and Basic  Perceatage Proficieat
higher than those in 4 jurisdictions?, not significantly and Advanced
different from those in 9 jurisdictions, and lower than O below Basic O Basic  ® Proficient @ Advanced
those in 33 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 18 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (18).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 51 130 32 59 9 #
Female o 49 152 14 58 2 1

White 36 152 15 56 27 1
Black 2 - -— — - --
Hispanic 47 134 28 59 12 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - -— -—
American Indian/Alaska Native 13 131 29 62 9 #
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 51 131 30 58 11 #

Not eligible 29 153 14 58 27 1

Information not available 20 145 19 59 21 1

Avv:erage Score Gaps Between Selected Groups -

o Female students in New Mexico had an average score 300/L Porcentiles
that was higher than that of male students (22 points). i
This performance gap was not significantly different 170
from that of 1998 (21 points). e | % T

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 150
estimate for Black students in New Mexico. 140 | Ouemm==a_ S0th

142 142
o White students had an average score that was higher 130
than that of Hispanic students (19 points). This 120 D
performance gap was not significantly different from that o] N8 16
of 1998 (19 points). P

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 0
school lunch had an average score that was higher than 98 '02
that of students who were eligible (21 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (20 points).

‘\“eriting Scale Scorés at-Selected Percentiles

25th

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia). :

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

.at Each Achievement Lev

e The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
New York was 151. This was higher' than the average

(X}

score (146)in 1998. 34
o New York's average score (151) was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation's public 59 T |
schools (152). 54 E il
e Students' average scale scores in New York were Porcontoge below Basiv and Basic  Percentage Proficiant and Advaned
higher than those in 17 jurisdictions?, not significantly O below Busic O Basic  © Proficient @ Advenced

different from those in 18 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 11 jurisdictions.

e The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 30 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (21).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic  Proficient Advanced
Male 52 142 22 58 1 191 1
 Female 48 1621 10 501 371 31 ..
White 55 163 1 8 50 391 31
Black 21 134 27 61 12 #
Hispanic 17 133 29 60 11 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 6 165 14 52 31 3
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -
Freefreduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 37 . 134 27 60 13 #

Not eligible 56 1651 8 501 391 31

Information not available 8 136 | 301 53 17 #

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups - J§ Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

o Female students in New York had an average score that 3°°J, ‘ Percentiles
was higher than that of male students (20 points). This :
performance gap was not significantly different from that 180
of 1998 (15 points). | T

o White students had an average score that was higher 160 § 168
than that of Black students (30 points). This 150 e 50th

AT \ 153

performance gap was not significantly different from that 14| 148 :
of 1998 (25 points). 130

e White students had an average score that was higher 120 ID—24 126 25th
than that of Hispanic students (30 points). This 110
performance gap was not significantly different from that P
of 1998 (31 points). . 01 :

e Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 98 02
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
.that of students who were eligible (30 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (26 points).

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
whlch occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card Writing 2002 for addmonal mformation.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the Nationa! Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
North Carolina was 157. This was higher' than the

average score (150) in 1998. 33
¢ North Carolina's average score (157) was higher than
that of the nation's public schools (152). 59
o Students' average scale scores in North Carolina were 3 -
higher than those in 30 jurisdictions?, not significantly Percontage bslow Bosic and Basic P ge Proficiant and Advaned
different from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower than @ below Basic O Basic  © Proficient ©® Advanced '

those in 5 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 34 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (27).

Reporting Groups in North Carolina

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score  Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 146 1 19 57 22 1
Female 50 167 1 7 48 40 5
White 63 165 1 8 48 391 51
Black 30 141 1 21 61 171 1
Hispanic 4 132 34 50 16 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 - -— - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - -— -— -—
Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 38 142 1 21 60 191 1
Not eligible 53 166 1 8 48 39 5
Information not available 9 164 8 51 37 5
Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
o Female students in North Carolina had an average 3°°,L ; Parcontiles
score that was higher than that of male students (21 ot
points). This performance gap was not significantly 180 2, 75th
different from that of 1998 (21 points). o | 173
e White students had an average score that was higher 160 '
than that of Black students (2% points). This ’ 150 b‘/”fs’s sorh
performance gap was not significantly different from that 140 12
of 1998 (25 points). ‘ 130 D‘__‘o 25h
e The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 120 ] 127° 13l
estimate for Hispanic students in North Carolina in o
1998. o’l
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price ‘98 02
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (28 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informai and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

e The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
North Dakota was 147.

o North Dakota's average score (147) was lower" than -
that of the nation’s public schools (152).

o Students’ average scale scores in North Dakota were
higher than those in 13 jurisdictions?, not significantly
different from those in 9 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 24 jurisdictions.

e The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 24 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 83 percent.

Natian (Public)
2002 W

Porcontego helow Basic und Basic  Percentage Proficient vnd Advanced
@ below Basic O Basic  © Proficient @ Advanced

Percentage

Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups ofstudents Score  Below Basic  Basic _ Proficient _Advanced
Male 52 1331 271 63 11 #
Female 48 161 7 551 36 1
White - 92 148 | 16 1 59 1 24} 1
Black ‘ 1 - -- - - -
Hispanic 2 - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - "
American Indian/Alaska Native 4 125 36 57 7 0
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 25 134 27 58 15 #

Not eligible 74 151 141 59 1 26! 1

Information not available - 2 - - - —_ -

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups. -

e Female students in North Dakota had an average score
that was higher than that of male students (28 points).
This performance gap was wider than that of the Nation
(21 points).

e The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Black students in North Dakota.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in North Dakota.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (17 points). This
performance gap was narrower than that of the Nation
(25 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
Scale Score Distribution

251h 5oth 751h
Percentile Percentile Percentile

North Dakota 124 148 | 171
Nation (Public) 127 153 178

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in North Dakota scored
below 171.

# Percentage rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate. .

* Significantly different from North Dakota. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2% Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in .
Ohio was 160. Ohio

2002 2

o Ohio's average score (160) was higher' than that of the :
nation’s public schools (152). Nation (Public}

2002 s

o Students' average scale scores in Ohio were higher
than those in 33 jurisdictions?, and not significantly
different from those in 13 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 38 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 89 percent.

Percontage bolow Basic and Basic  Porcentage Proficient ond Advanced
@ bebow Basic O Basic  © Profident @ Advanced

Percentage

Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic  Proficient  Advanced
Male 50 150 1 151 59 251 1
Female 50 170 1 6! 45 451 5
White 80 165 1 71 51 391 3
Black 15 133 29 57 14 1
Hispanic 2 - - - - -
| Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - -- - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # -— — — - -—
Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible : 24 144 22 55 22 1
Not eligible 65 167 1 61 50 411 3

Information not available 11 155 1 59 29 1

:Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

¢ Female students in Ohio had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (20 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (21 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (33 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points).

s The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Ohio.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced -price
school lunch had an average score that was higher

performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points).

than that of students who were eligible (23 points). This

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percehtiies :
Scale Score Distribution

25t 50t 75t
Percentile Percentile Percentile
Ohio 1381 1621 1851
Nation (Public) 127 153 178

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in Ohio scored below 185.

# Percentage rounds to zero.
* Significantly different from Ohio.

--- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
{ Significantly higher than, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card Writing 2002 for additional information.

SOURCE u.s. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

e The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Oklahoma _
Oklahoma was 150. This was not found to be ;Zz: "35]

significantly different’ from the average score (152) in

1998. Nution (Public)
o Oklahoma's average score (150) was not found to be 1998 59
significantly different from that of the nation's public 2002 54

schools (152). Porcentage balow Bosic and Basic  Percentage Proficisnt and Advanced
¢ Students' average scale scores in Oklahoma were O bebw Basic O Basic  © Proficient @ Advenced

higher than those in 15 jurisdictions?, not significantly

different from those in 16 jurisdictions, and lower than

those in 15 jurisdictions.

e The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 27 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (25).

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Oklahoma

_ Percentage Average ‘Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 139 231 60 | 16 1
Female : 50 160 91 55 35 2
White 62 154 12 56 30 2
Black 1 135 27 60 13 #
Hispanic 6 135 28 58 13 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 — - -— - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 18 144 19 59 21 #
Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 45 137 | 25 60 i 15 #
Not eligible 50 159 9 55 34 2
Information not available 5 164 7 49 39 5
‘Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale.Scores at Selected.P
¢ Female students in Oklahoma had an average score 300/L : Percentiles
that was higher than that of male students (21 points). s :
This performance gap was not significantly different 180
from that of 1998 (20 points). | g I5th
o White students had an average score that was higher 160
than that of Black students (19 points). This 150 Ot} 50th
performance gap was not significantly different from that 140 * %
‘ of 1.998_ (21 points). ‘ | 3%"“‘% 25
o White students had an average score that was higher 120 126
than that of Hispanic students (20 points). This A
performance gap was not significantly different from that o
of 1998 (17 points). W§ 02
e Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was wider than that of 1998 (16
points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998, 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Oregon was 155. This was higher' than the average
score (149) in 1998.

o Oregon's average score (155) was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Oregon were higher Porcentege balow Bosk ond Basic  Percentuge Profiant and Advanced
than those in 21 jurisdictions?, not significantly different @ below Bosic O Basic  © Proficiest @ Advanced
from those in 20 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 5
jurisdictions.

e The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 33 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (27).

nce of NAEP Reporting Groups inOregon .~ ...
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 53 144 22 56 221 1
Female 47 167 8 47 40 4
White 82 157 1 13 51 32 3
Black 2 - - - - -
Hispanic 8 133 32 51 17 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 5 162 10 48 37 4
American Indian/Alaska Native 2 - - - - —
Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 26 135 29 55 16 M
Not eligible 63 162 11 50 36 3
Information not available 11 160 10 54 34 2
Writing Scale Scores at.Selected Percentiles
o Female students in Oregon had an average score that 3001, Percentiles
was higher than that of male students (23 points). This e
performance gap was not significantly different from that 180 75th
of 1998 (23 points). m | BT "
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable : 160
estimate ?or Black students in Oregon‘.) ) 150 o'f""@? soth
o White students had an average score that was higher o | .
than that of Hispanic students (24 points). This 180 | e 25th
performance gap was not significantly different from that ] s )
of 1998 (17 points). s
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price o’l,_?_
school lunch had an average score that was higher than ‘98 '02
that of students who were eligible (27 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (23 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998, | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation’s Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Pennsylvania was 154.

o Pennsylvania's average score (154) was not found to
be significantly different' from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Pennsylvania were
higher than those in 23 jurisdictions?, not significantly
different from those in 16 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 7 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 85 percent.

Pennsylvania
Grade 8

Public School

‘Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

Pennsylvania

2002 57

Nation {Public)
2002 [T | 54 I |

Percontago below Basic and Basic  Porcontuge Proficient and Advanced
Qbelow Basic O Basic O Proficlent @ Advanced

G P

Performance of NAEP ﬁdéb:ortin’g’ éfbubs in Penh§y|Vahia e
Percentage Average

Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 144 21 57 21 1
Female . e 49 165 8 S0 . 9 3
White 81 160 10 53 34 3
Black 13 124 | 381 55 71 #
Hispanic 4 133 25 66 9l 0
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 154 11 59 29 1
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - —
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 30 1314 31 57 121 #

Not eligible 69 165 71 - 52 38 3

Information not available # - — - - -

Avérage Score Gaps Between Selected Groups [

o Female students in Pennsylvania had an average
score that was higher than that of male students (21
points). This performance gap was not significantly
different from that of the Nation (21 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (36 points). This
performance gap was wider than that of the Nation (25
points). ’

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (27 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (24 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (33 points). This
performance gap was wider than that of the Nation (25
points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentile:
Scale Score Distribution

25(h 5olh 75(h

Percentile Percentile Percentile
Pennsylvania 1311 1571 180
Nation (Public) 127 153 178

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in Pennsylvania scored
below 180.

# Percentage rounds to zero.
* Significantly different from Pennsylvania.

--- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
1 Significantly higher than, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps

are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale

scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results

and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

all Writing Results for Rhode Island I Student Percentage at Each Achievement Le

e The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Rhode Islond
Rhode Island was 151. This was higher* than the 1998 58
average score (148) in 1998. 2002 55
¢ Rhode Island's average score (151) was not found to be Nution {Public
significantly different from that of the nation's public . 1998 59
schools (152). 2002 54 I
e Students' average scale scores in Rhode Island were Percentage bslow Basic and Basic  Percentnge Proficisnt and Advanced
higher than those in 20 jurisdictions?, not significantly © bebow Basic O Basic  © Profidient @ Advanced

different from those in 14 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 12 jurisdictions.

e The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 29 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (25).

ance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Rhode Island

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 52 143 1 21 58 20 1
Female 48 160 10 52 34 3
White 75 158 1 12 53 331 . 3
Black 9 133 26 64 10 #
Hispanic 13 128 32 59 9 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 - -— -— — -—
American Indian/Alaska Native # . -— - - -—
Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 24 136 25 62 13 #
Not eligible 60 1611 10 52 351 3
Information not available 16 139 25 57 17 1
Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percenti
o Female students in Rhode Island had an average score 300/1/ Percentiles
%[1ha!t waffhigher than that of mta\lg St‘L;”denttT (;_E;fpointts). o
is performance gap was not significantly differen :
from that of 1998 (18 points). Y - N sth
e White students had an average score that was higher ' 160
than that of Black students (25 points). This ' 150 ,_-,...-—-—-‘?3 50th
performance gap was not significantly different from that w | ¥
of 1998 (20 points). 130
e White students had an average score that was higher 120 ,Hﬁ 25th
than that of Hispanic students (29 points). This 110
performance gap was not significantly different from that &
of 1998 (32 points). 0’] »
e Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 98 ‘02
schoo! lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (25 points). This
" performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (24 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly iower than 1998.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation’s Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

érall Writing ReSults for South Carolina- Student Percentage at Eac

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in South Carolina _
South Carolina was 146. This was higher' than the 199 | AP 1 b4 1%}
average score (140) in 1998. 2002 {1 | b4 20 1

¢ South Carolina's average score (146) was lower than Nutlon {Public)
that of the nation's public schools (152). 198 [T 59 T in |8

o Students' average scale scores in South Carolina were 2002 CET 34 ST L
higher than those in 12 jurisdictions?, not significantly Porcentage below Basik and Basic  Percentage Proficient
different from those in 10 jurisdictions, and lower than and Advancod
those in 24 jurisdictions. Obelow Basic O Basic O Profident © Advenced

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 20 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (15).

“Performance of NAEP ReportmgGroups in South Carolina

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score  Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 1371 22| 67 111 #
Female 50 155 1 10 61 28 1 1
White 56 1551 10 62 271 1
. Black 42 135 1 24 | 66 91 #
Hispanic 1 - - - - -
Asian/Pacific islander 1 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native - # - - - - -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 45 134 1 251 66 g1 #
Not eligible 51 157 1 9 61 291 1
Information not available 4 146 13 69 18 #
Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
o Female students in South Carolina had an average 300J/ Percantiles
score that was higher than that of male students (18 o
ppints). This performance gap was not significantly 170 75th
different from that of 1998 (21 points). 160 168
o White students had an average score that was higher 150 tor* b
than that of Black students (20 points). This w | o
performance gap was not significantly different from that 130 ] '
of 1998 (22 points). . . 120 u/'irzlll 25th
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 110 ] ne’
estimate for Hispanic students in South Carolina. >
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 0 r—
school lunch had an average score that was higher than ‘98 '02

that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (23 points).

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higherflower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 leve! was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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**Writing 2002 Grade §

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, nd
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

‘Overall Writing Results for Tennessee Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Temnessoe
Tennessee was 148. This was not found to be 1998 [ 10 ] ) R
significantly different' from the average score (148) in 002 [ 1] 58 FEN |
1998. Notion {Public)
o Tennessee's average score (148) was lower than that of 1] 59° BTy
the nation's public schools (152). 54 8w 2
o Students' average scale scores in Tennessee were Percontoge balow Basic ond Basic  Percontage Profiiient and Advanced
higher than those in 13 jurisdictions?, not significantly Obchow Basic O Basic O Proficient @ Advanced

different from those in 13 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 20 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 24 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (24).

nce-of NAEP"Reporting Grdubé in Tennessee : - 5 il
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 137 25 61 13 #
Female o 49 159 10 s 38 2
White 77 152 14 59 26 1
Black 20 132 31 57 12 #
Hispanic 2 - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - —_ -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - — - - -
Freelreduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 38 131 31 56 12
Not eligible ’ 52 160 8 59 32
Information not available 10 146 17 63 19
Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups. Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
o Female students in Tennessee had an average score 3001, Percentiles
that was higher than that of male students (22 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different 176 O3 75th
from that of 1998 (19 points). wl| M
o White students had an average score that was higher 150 et 50th
than that of Black students (20 points). This o | W1
performance gap was not significantly different from that 130
of 1998 (23 points). 12 l?b'_—l?vs 25th

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable

estimate for Hispanic students in Tennessee. 0 I

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 8 0
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (29 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that

of 1998 (20 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.govinationsreportcard/states/ for additional resuits and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Texas _ _
Texas was 152. This was not found to be significantly 1% [TFP] ST TR )
different’ from the average score (154) in 1998. w02 [ 1y ] 52 BTN '}
o Texas' average score (152) was not found to be Nation {Public)
significantly different from that of the nation's public 998 [T 1 59
schools (152). 2002 6 54
o Students' average scale scores in Texas were higher Percentage balow Bosk and Basic  Percentuge Proficient and Advanced
than those in 18 jurisdictions®, not significantly different Obelow Basic O Busic  © Proficient @ Advanced

from those in 17 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 11
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 31 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (31).

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Texas S
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic  Proficient  Advanced
Male . 50 141 231 56 | 20 1
_Female } 50 162 101 49 .8 .3
White 44 168 7 46 42 4
Black 12 140 23 57 19 1
Hispanic 40 137 26 57 17 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 156 10 60 28 2
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - -- - - -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch :
Eligible 45 137 25 59 15 #
Not eligible 48 166 9 46 41 41
Information not available 7 155 14 52 32 2
Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups ::- J§ Writing Scale Scores at.Selected Percentiles
o Female students in Texas had an average score that 300/L Percontiles
was higher than that of male students (21 points). This -~
performance gap was not significantly different from that 180 e 75th
o White students had an average score that was higher 160
than that of Black students (2% points). This ? 150 1?;_"& 50th
performance gap was not significantly different from that 140
of 1.998 (17 points). | ' 130 &\c -
o White students had an-average score that was higher 120 126
than that of Hispanic students (31 points). This >
performance gap was wider than that of 1998 (20 °‘|
. points). 98 02
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (29 points). This
performance gap was wider than that of 1998 (22
points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. - Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.govinationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, nd
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

verall Writing Results for Utah Student Percentage at Each Achievement Leve

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Utah
Utah was 143. This was not found to be significantly 1998 [f 1 56 n_J
different? from the average score (143) in 1998. 2002 [T 53 PP |
o Utah's average score (143) was lower than that of the Hution {Public)
nation's public schools (152). 59 A3
o Students' average scale scores in Utah were higher 34 BT
than those in 6 jurisdictions?, not significantly different Percontage bekow Bosic and Bavic  Porcontage Proficisnt und Advanced
from those in 8 jurisdictions, and fower than those in 32 Obelow Basic O Basic O Proficient © Advanced :

jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 23 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (21).

nce of NAEP Reporting Groups in Utah . .
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups ) of students Score Below Basic Basic  Proficient  Advanced
Male 51 131 32 55 13 #
 Female 49 155 14 521 32 2
White 86 146 20 55 24 1
Black 1 - - - - -
Hispanic 8 119 47 43 10 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 139 24 59 16 1
_American Indian/Alaska Native 2 - - -- - -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 24 125 39 51 10 #
Not eligible 66 150 17 54 27 2
Information not available 9 141 24 55 19 2
Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups = Jl Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
o Female students in Utah had an average score that was 300 J, Percentiles
higher than that of male students (24 points). This e
performance gap was not significantly different from that 170 (a3 75th
of 1998 (25 points). o | 189 7
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 150
estimate for Black students in Utah. o | gy o
o White students had an average score that was higher . 130
than that of Hispanic students (28 points). This 120 [ S
performance gap was not significantly different from that e | N8 16 25th
of 1998 (27 points). P>
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price OT_—_
school lunch had an average score that was higher than v ‘98 '02

that of students who were eligible (25 points). This
performance gap was wider than that of 1998 (16

points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2 » Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores, Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http:/nces.ed.qov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assesmn of th Ntional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

¢ The average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Vermont was 163. Ve'm°"'2°°2
¢ Vermont's average score (163) was higher* than that of i
the nation's public schools (152). Nation {Public)
e Students’ average scale scores in Vermont were 02 g
higher than those in 41 jurisdictions?, and not Percontogo below Basi and Basic  Percontuge Proficient and Advanced
significantly different from those in 5 jurisdictions. @ below Basic O Busic  © Profident @ Advanced

e The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 41 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 89 percent.

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic Proficient  Advanced
Male 52 1511 164 56 261 2
Female ) 48 175 1 61 391 47 1 81
White 96 163 1 11 47! 37 51
Black 1 - - - - -
Hispanic # - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - - - — -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 21 144 1 24 52 231 1

Not eligible 78 168 T 8 47 ! 401 61

Information not available 1 — p— — - -

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
Scale Score Distribution

o Female students in Vermont had an average score that

was higher than that of male students (24 points). This 25th 50th 75t
performance gap was not significantly different from Percentile Percentile Percentile
that of the Nation (21 points). Vermont 138 1 1651 1901

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable Nation (Public) 127 153 178

estimate for Black students in Vermont.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable :
estimate for Hispanic students in Vermont. An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in Vermont scored below

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points).

190.
# Percentage rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from Vermont. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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o

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Virginia
Virginia was 157. This was not found to be significantly 1998
different’ from the average score (153) in 1998. 2002

s Virginia's average score (157) was higher than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Virginia were higher
than those in 30 jurisdictions?, not significantly different Porcantage below Bask ond Basic  Porcontage Proficient and Advanced
from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 5 @ below Basic O Basic  © Proficient @ Advanced
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (27).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic  Basic  Proficient Advanced
Male 51 146 18 = 60 | 21 1
Female 49 167 6 52 38 41
White 66 162 9 521 35 41
Black 24 140 20 66 14 #
Hispanic 4 146 16 64 20 0
Asian/Pacific Islander 4 171 4 49 42 5
American Indian/Alaska Native # -— — — - -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 26 140 22 62 16 1
Not eligible ‘ 70 162 8 54 35 31
Information not available 3 166 11 44 39 5
Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups
o Female students in Virginia had an average score that . 3(,0), Parcentiles
was higher than that of male students (21 points). This o
performance gap was not significantly different from that 180 ] T51h
of 1998 (20 points). |
e White students had an average score that was higher 160
than that of Black students (292 points). This ? 150 ,‘;’;"—“ICS'J' Soth
performance gap was not significantly different from that 140 ,
of 1998 (18 points). 130 :,-——-11:31:i 25th
e White students had an average score that was higher 120 192 :
than that of Hispanic students (16 points). This ro
performance gap was not significantly different from that Iy ‘
of 1998 (7 points). 93 02
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than -
that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (23 points).

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

1 Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2*Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

‘Overall Writing Results for Virgin Islands Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Virgin Islund;
Virgin Islands was 128. This was not found to be 1998 | vl ] 53 )
significantly different’ from the average score (124) in 2002 [ ] 69 Js
1998. Hatton (Publi

o Virgin Islands' average score (128) was lower than that 1998 1700 I
of the nation's public schools (152). 2002 i oY | 54

o Students' average scale scores in Virgin Islands were
higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not significantly
different from those in 2 jurisdictions?, and lower than
those in 43 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 3 percent. This
percentage was smaller than 1998 (9).

Pescantago Proficieat
ond Advanced

Obelow Basic O Basic  © Proficlent © Advanced

Porcentage below Bosic and Besic

ce.of NAEP ReportmgGroups |nV|rgmlsIand
Percentage Average

Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students  Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 47 124 341 64 1 2 0
 Female R B 21 741 S o
White # - - — — -
Black - 85 128 27 69 1 4 0
Hispanic 12 128 29 69 2 0
Asian/Pacific Islander 0 - - - — -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch )

Eligible 99 128 271 69 1 4 0

Not eligible 0 - — - - —

Information not available 1 — -— - — —

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
o Female students in Virgin Islands had an average score 3°°J, Percentiles
that was higher than that of male students (9 points). e
This performance gap was not significantly different 150 .
from that of 1998 (17 points). : o | g ot
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 130 o 50th
estimate for White students compared to Black students L T &
in Virgin Islands. 10 o 25th
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 100
estimate for White students compared to Hispanic 90 ol
students in Virgin Islands. >
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 0
estimate for Students who were not eligible for ‘98 '02
free/reduced-price schoo! lunch compared to students
who were eligible in Virgin Islands.

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, ad -
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300

Overall Writing Results for Washington Student Perc
o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Washington _ E—
Washington was 155. This was higher' than the average 199 [ 7] 38 M | :
score (148) in 1998. 2002 [T 51 T |
o Washington's average score (155) was not found to be Nation {Public)
significantly different from that of the nation's public 1998 [ ] 59° P |y
schools (152). 2000 51 54 TR |
o Students' average scale scores in Washington were Percentage bekow Basic ond Basic  Percentuge Profidisat and Advaneed
higher than those in 23 jurisdictions?, not significantly Obekow Basic O Basic O Proficient @ Advenced

different from those in 18 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 5 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 34 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (25).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 52 1461 191 57 231 1
Female 48 1651 9 46 ! 40t .5 .
White 79 158 1 13 511 341 3
Black 4 142 18 62 18 1
Hispanic 7 1371 27 58 14 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 8 156 14 51 32 3
American Indian/Alaska Native 2 -— - — — -
Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 22 1411 231 56 201 1
Not eligible 56 1611 10 50 361 4
Information not available 22 153 16 52 " 30 2
Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
o Female students in Washington had an average score 300/[, Percentiles
that was higher than that of male students (20 points). <
This performance gap was not significantly different 180 2, 75th
from that of 1998 (22 points). e | 30
o White students had an average score that was higher 160 soth
than that of Black students (16 points). This 150 157
performance gap was not significantly different from that 4o | 19
of 1998 (20 points). 130 M‘u 25th
o White students had an average score that was higher 0 | (& M
than that of Hispanic students (21 points). This 1o
performance gap was narrower than that of 1998 (34 P
points). 01
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 98 '02
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (20 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (25 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exciusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from O to 300.

verall Writ esults for Wes rginia, Student ﬁéﬁ:vervi'tagé:aiéﬁa”é Achievement Lev

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in West Virginia :
West Virginia was 144. This was not found to be 1998 64 Jrealg i) ¢
significantly different’ from the average score (144) in 2002 [ 50 EEFT |
1998. Nation {Public)

o West Virginia's average score (144) was lower than that 1998 [ ] 59
of the nation's public schools (152). 2002 | 54

o Students’ average scale scores in West Virginia were Pescentage below Basik and Basic  Percentoge Proficient
higher than those in 7 jurisdictions?, not significantly and Advanced
different from those in 12 jurisdictions, and lower than Obelow Basic O Basic O Proficient @ Advanced

those in 27 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 21 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (18).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 . 132 29 61 1 #
Female — 49 157 0 . .9 30 L
White 95 145 19 60 20 1
Black 4 136 25 62 13 0
Hispanic # - - - - -
Asian/Pacific islander # - —_ - — -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - — -
Free/reduced-priced schoo! lunch :
Eligible 44 134 27 62 12 #
Not eligible 55 153 13 59 27 1
Information not available 1 - -— - - -
Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups* 3 Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
o Female students in West Virginia had an average score WJ/ Percentiles
that was higher than that of male students (24 points). -
This performance gap was not significantly different 170
from that of 1998 (22 points). o | e T
o White students had an average score that was not 150
found to be significantly different from that of Black ol 135 146 otk
students. White students had an average score that was 130
not found to be significantly different from Biack 120 Dty 251k
students in 1998. o 3 121
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable Pt
estimate for Hispanic students in West Virginia. 0
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 98 '02
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (19 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (19 points).
# Percentage rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2+ jyrisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit hitp;//nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing—-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing Results for Wyom d Student é'fcehtége at Each Achievement Leve

s The average scale score for eighth-grade students in Wyoming
Wyoming was 151. This was higher' than the average 1998 58
score (146) in 1998. 2002 58
o Wyoming's average score (151) was not found to be Nution (Public)
significantly different from that of the nation's public 1998 59
schools (152). 2002 54
o Students’ average scale scores in Wyoming were Percontage below Basi and Basic  Perventuge Proficient and Advanced
higher than those in 20 jurisdictions?, not significantly O below Busic O Basic @ Proficient ® Advanced

different from those in 14 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 12 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 28 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (23).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 1401 221 63 15 #
Female 49 164 7 53 8 2 .
White 88 153 1 131 57 281 1
Black 2 - - — -
Hispanic _ 7 138 21 67 12 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - ' - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 3 134 28 59 13 #
Free/reduced-priced schoo! lunch
Eligible 32 140 22 60 18
Not eligible 65 1571 114 57 311
Information not available 3 151 10 67 23
Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
o Female students in Wyoming had an average score that 300} Percentiles
was higher than that of male students (24 points). This -
performance gap was not significantly different from that 180
of 1998 (27 points). 170 | o=y Tith
e The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable 160 i
estimate for Black students in Wyoming. 150 2, 50th
e White students had an average score that was higher 140 | 147
than that of Hispanic students (15 points). This 130 ) 25th
performance gap was not significantly different from that 120 " 13
of 1998 (11 points). o | '#
o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price ~
school lunch had an average score that was higher than 0 I :
that of students who were eligible (17 points). This 98 ‘02
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (12 points). _

# Percentage rounds to zero.- --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. | Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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